







































































































































































































































































































































































































































	 	 	[Image	24:	Frida	Khalo	with	banner		 	 [Image	25:	Freddie	Mercury	with	banner	“#oneofus”	imposed	over	her	eyes.		 	 “#oneofus”	imposed	over	his	eyes.	Image	source:	public	FB	page]	 	 	 Image	source:	public	FB	page]			 The	most	significant	example	of	this	practice	was	the	article	“Famous	Bisexuals	in	History”	written	by	Sheela	Lambert	and	published	first	on	examiner.com	in	2010.	This	article	included	over	350	individuals,	whose	inclusion	was	based	on	“those	who	have	‘come	out,’	those	whose	history	of	relationships	includes	people	of	more	than	one	gender,	and	those	who	have	publicly	expressed	attractions	that	straddle	the	fence”	(Lambert,	2010).	This	article	was	circulated	across	all	the	listserves	included	in	my	study,	posted	in	all	the	social	media	platforms,	and	referenced	twice	in	two	separate	f2f	events.	Before	the	end	of	this	study	the	article	was	reprinted	in	the	online	news	channel	of	the	Huffington	Post.	The	popularity	of	this	article	demonstrates	participants’	investment	in	the	claiming	of	historical	icons.	Comments	and	posts	associated	with	the	links	to	these	articles	included:		[Listserv]	Bisexuality	has	always	been	around.	What	a	shame	people	keep	trying	to	deny	our	existence.	
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 	[Listserv]	Bisexuals	have	always	been	around	and	always	been	a	part	of	every	society	in	history!	Spread	the	word	and	help	fight	bierasure!		[Social	Media]	Still	denying	that	bisexuality	exists?	Take	a	look	at	this!	We’ve	been	around	from	the	beginning.	And	we’re	not	going	away.	Phase?	my	arse!		[Convention]	If	you	haven’t	read	Sheela’s	article	in	the	Examiner	you	should	really	check	it	out	and	spread	the	good	word.		
Everyday	Activism	and	Resistance		Some	forms	of	activism	are	clearly	activism.	History	and	culture	have	repeatedly	informed	us	that	activities	such	as	protest	marches,	hunger	strikes,	and	sit-ins	are	forms	of	resistance	and	activism.	The	concept	of	activism	has	come	to	be	intimately	connected	with	the	idea	of	struggle,	pain,	and	often,	physical	and	mental	suffering.	In	Image	15,	a	user	created	an	artistic	image	of	himself	with	a	bi	pride	flag	wrapped	around	his	shoulders.	The	central	figure	and	background	of	the	image	are	monochrome.	The	scene	is	deserted	landscape	with	sandy	ground	and	single	bush	in	the	distance.	The	figure	is	leaning	against	a	metal	pole.	The	sky	in	the	image	has	been	manipulated	to	appear	dark,	with	streaks	of	light	breaking	through.	The	image	appears	somber.	The	bi	pride	flag	across	the	figure’s	shoulders	is	shown	in	color,	drawing	attention	to	significance	of	the	colors	of	the	flag.	Large	black	text	in	the	upper	right	corner	of	the	image	reads	“killing	Sochi”	and	smaller	pink	text	below	it	reads:	“Russian	Homocaust.”	The	text	accompanying	the	post	of	this	image	on	a	public	FB	page	reads:	“A	Photographic	memoriam	remembering	the	gay,	assumed	gay,	even	bisexual	who	were	murdered	in	Russia.	Thank	you	[name	redacted],	founder	of	the	campaign	for	allowing	me	to	bring	my	Bisexual	flag.	#stillbisexual	#armyofbisexuals”.	
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	[Image	26:	Man	wearing	bi	pride	flag	in	monochrome	photo	with	flag	shown	in	color.	Monochrome	text	“killing	Sochi”	with	“Russian	Homocaust”	in	pink	font.	Image	source:	public	FB	page]		This	focus	on	pain	and	anguish	activism	does	not	invalidate	forms	of	activism	that	are	conducted	without	these	elements.	The	work	to	reject	the	dominant	scripts,	the	watchdogs,	the	claiming	of	icons,	bisexuality	day,	and	many	individual	stances	are	forms	of	resistance	to	the	hegemonic	dominant	read.	Therefore,	wearing	a	pin	with	a	bisexual	symbol	on	it	could	be	an	act	of	resistance	and	it	most	certainly	is	a	form	of	everyday	activism.	This	is	the	theme	that	will	be	expanded	in	the	following	chapter.		
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Chapter	6:	Visibility			
“I	tend	to	value	the	romantic	and	spiritual	connection	that	I	have	with	someone	over	
the	body	parts	they	posses.	I	believe	this	is	what	makes	me	truly	bisexual.	If	I	like	you	I	
don’t	care	what	is	in	your	pants,	I	will	work	with	whatever	is	there.	However,	a	
counselor	at	my	local	LGBT	community	center	has	diagnosed	me	as	straight	after	
asking	me	a	bunch	of	questions	about	my	likes/dislikes.	~participant	quote	 			
Contextualizing	(in)Visibility		In	analyzing	this	robust	collection	of	data,	I	paid	close	attention	to	recurring	themes.	These	recurring	themes	include	participants’	desire	to	be	recognized	by	others	as	bisexual	(bi-visibility);	participants’	negative	experiences	of	not	being	recognized	as	bisexual	or	being	misidentified	by	others	(bi-invisibility);	participants’	desire	to	connect	with	others	who	identify	as	bisexual	(bi-community);	and	participants’	experiences	of	having	their	sexuality	denied	or	derided	(bi-erasure).	The	data	in	this	study	demonstrates	the	ways	in	which	instances	of	invisibility	and	erasure	are	negative	experiences	among	bisexuals.	The	personal	work	of	inscribing	as	well	as	group	efforts	to	become	visible	are	clear	indications	of	users	attempts	to	counteract	invisibility	and	erasure.	However,	the	efforts	to	make	oneself	visible	as	a	bisexual	are	more	than	academic	exercises	in	being	correctly	labeled.	It	is	clear	to	bisexual	groups	that	visibility—and	being	correctly	identified—is	about	social	justice.	In	Visible	Identities:	Race,	Gender,	and	the	Self,	Linda	Alcoff	writes:		
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 In	our	excessively	materialistic	society,	only	what	is	visible	can	generally	achieve	the	status	of	accepted	truth.	What	I	can	see	for	myself	is	real;	all	else	that	vies	for	the	status	of	the	real	must	be	inferred	from	that	which	can	be	seen.	(2005,	p.	6)		To	be	made	invisible	is	more	than	not	to	be	seen.	That	which	is	invisible	can	only	be	defined	by	what	it	is	not.	The	invisible	do	not	even	have	the	power	of	their	own	language	and	signs;	consequently,	to	be	erased	is	to	be	denied	the	ability	to	communicate	and	participate	in	political	circles.		
The	Impact	of	Bi-Invisibility	While	the	implications	of	bi-erasure	are	about	the	denial	of	access	and	representation	to	political	and	economic	power	as	a	group,	the	implications	of	bi-invisibility	are	experienced	on	a	more	personal	level.	However,	assessed	collectively,	the	health	effects	of	bi-invisibility	are	significant,	even	accounting	for	the	difficulties	in	data	collection	(see	discussion	in	Chapter	2.)	In	the	2014	inaugural	edition	of	the	journal	LGBT	Health,	Nils	Daulaire,	Assistant	Secretary	for	Global	Affairs,	U.S.	Department	of	Health	and	Human	Services,	writes:	For	many	reasons,	including	cultural	stigma,	fear,	and	the	simple	fact	that	sexual	orientation	or	gender	identity	is	not	requested	on	most	population	surveys,	it	is	hard	to	estimate	the	exact	number	of	LGBT	people	on	a	global	scale.	But	we	do	know	that	barriers	to	health	care	exist,	which	is	the	sad	reality	in	virtually	every	country	around	the	world.	Often	associated	with	such	barriers,	LGBT	persons	experience	worse	health	outcomes	than	the	general	population.	(2014,	p.	8)		These	large	scale	studies	dealing	with	bisexual	health	and	the	impacts	of	bi-invisibility	have	shown	that	the	group	suffers	from	a	wide	range	of	issues	stemming	from—or	made	worse	by—invisibility.		A	2010	study	aimed	at	comparing	health	related	quality	of	life	disparities	between	bisexual	women	and	lesbians	found	that	bi-women	had	significantly	lower	
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 education	and	income	levels,	and	were	less	likely	to	have	health	insurance.	The	same	study	found	that	bisexual	women	smoked	and	drank	more,	and	had	significantly	worse	general	physical	as	well	as	mental	health	(Fredriksen-Goldsen	et	al,	2010).	Additional	studies	have	shown	that	bisexuals	report	greater	health	disparities	and	have	higher	risks	of	depression	and	anxiety	than	the	wider	population.	Compared	with	homosexuals	and	heterosexuals,	hypertension,	poor	or	fair	physical	health,	smoking,	and	risky	drinking	is	more	prevalent	in	the	bisexual	community.	Bisexuals	are	also	at	higher	risk	for	domestic	abuse.	Research	has	shown	that	bisexual	women	who	are	partnered	with	monosexual	companions	face	an	increased	rate	of	domestic	abuse	than	other	women	(Miller	et	al,	2007;	Brennan	et	al	2010;	Steele	et	al,	2009).	The	LGBT	Advisory	Committee	of	the	San	Francisco	Human	Rights	Commission	published	its	report	“Bisexual	Invisibility:	Impacts	and	Recommendations”	in	2011.	The	Advisory	Committee	report	summarized	the	state	of	mental	health	among	bisexuals,	stating	that	“alarmingly,	bisexuals	are	also	far	more	likely	to	feel	suicidal	than	their	heterosexual,	gay,	and	lesbian	counterparts”	(p.	12).	Overall,	research	demonstrates	that	bisexuals	are	heavily	overrepresented	in	the	areas	of	poor	mental	and	physical	health,	but	their	needs	are	poorly	addressed	when	it	comes	to	healthcare	information.	The	LGBT	Advisory	Committee	points	out	that	the	lack	of	informational	resources	and	subpar	institutional	support	are	“mutually	reinforcing,	as	groups	that	could	bring	more	focus	to	bi	issues	will	have	a	hard	time	succeeding	if	they	aren’t	recognized	enough	to	receive	support”	(p.	28).	
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 The	general	lack	of	bisexual	visibility,	together	with	the	risk	of	discrimination	when	coming	out	due	to	the	group’s	largely	unfavorable	social	standing,	frequently	compounds	these	negative	spirals	caused	by	invisibility.	The	question	of	invisibility	is	one	of	social	and	political	recognition.	Once	a	group	or	an	individual	is	acknowledged	by	society,	then	society	must	act	accordingly,	or	convincingly	explain	why	it	will	not	do	so.	Therefore,	all	the	acts	of	inscribing	bisexuality	described	in	this	work	can	be	seen	as	concerted	efforts	to	achieve	social	and	political	recognition	for	bisexuals,	both	as	individuals	and	also,	importantly,	as	a	group.		
Bi-Erasure	A	significant	barrier	to	group	and	individual	recognition	is	when	an	individual’s	bisexuality	is	flat	out	denied	by	others,	or	when	a	bisexual’s	identity	causes	the	denial	of	a	right	or	results	in	an	act	of	prejudice	or	discrimination.		[Listserv]	I	tend	to	value	the	romantic	and	spiritual	connection	that	I	have	with	someone	over	the	body	parts	they	possess.	I	believe	this	is	what	makes	me	truly	bisexual.	If	I	like	you	I	don’t	care	what	is	in	your	pants.	I	will	work	with	whatever	is	there.	However,	I	went	to	local	GLBT	community	center	to	get	a	referral	for	a	queer-friendly	therapist.	The	intake	counselor	at	the	center	diagnosed	me	as	straight	after	asking	me	a	bunch	of	questions	about	my	likes/dislikes.			Bi-erasure	is	the	denial	of	identity,	loss	of	rights,	or	experience	of	prejudice	or	discrimination.	What	makes	bi-erasure	more	than	just	the	collective	of	bi-invisibility	is	that	the	denial	of	the	group	identity	has	the	widespread	effect	of	barring	bisexuals	as	a	modern	socio-political	sexual	identity	group	from	participating	as	a	legitimate	member	in	the	social	and	political	arena.		[Blog	Commenter]	I	think	most	people	are	bisexually	oriented.	But	I	think	many	women	use	bisexuality	to	appeal	to	the	sleazy	straight	guy	fantasy	
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 rather	than	to	enhance	the	cause	of	GLBT	rights.	Women	tend	to	do	this	in	the	overall	sense	of	their	sexuality,	from	wearing	more	revealing	clothing	than	men	to	claiming	to	be	interested	in	sexual	activity	when	all	they	really	want	is	the	number	on	the	man’s	MasterCard.	This	is	why	I	think	that	the	bisexuality	movement	must	be	led	by	men,	not	women.	Women	harm	this	movement.		Recognition	of	the	group	does	not	by	necessity	entail	political	and	social	access.	There	are	several	groups	that	have	been	acknowledged	as	groups	but	denied	voice	in	the	political	and	social	processes.	However,	recognition	creates	an	obligation	to	either	allow	political	or	social	participation,	or	to	make	explicit	why	such	participation	is	denied.	As	one	particularly	inflamed	commenter	wrote	in	the	comments	section	for	the	Queerty	blog	post,	“Do	You	Hate	Bisexuals	Like	True	Blood’s	Anna	Paquin?”	(Villarreal,	2011).	[Blog	Commenter]	Bisexuals	are	a	literary	device,	invented	by	television	writers	to	attract	more	viewers,	and	used	by	bloggers	to	show	their	acceptance	of	all	kinds.		It	is	only	when	the	arguments	that	deny	participation	are	put	forward	that	they	may	be	countered	and	protested.	The	recognition	of	the	group	or	cause	is	the	first	step	in	any	social	activism.			In	2009	the	San	Francisco	Gay	Softball	League	made	it	the	North	American	Gay	Amateur	Athletic	Alliance	(NAGAAA)	“World	Series.”	The	San	Francisco	team	was	doing	well	and	advancing	in	the	World	Series	when	another	team	lodged	a	formal	complaint	about	the	San	Francisco	team’s	eligibility	to	play.	The	NAGAAA	has	among	its	bylaws	a	tournament	rule	that	each	team	can	have	no	more	than	two	straight	players.	Immediately	after	the	final	championship	game,	five	players	from	the	San	Francisco	team	were	summoned	to	a	conference	room	for	a	protest	hearing.	Each	player	was	forced	to	answer	intrusive	questions	about	his	sexual	orientation	
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 and	his	private	life	in	front	of	a	room	of	over	25	people,	most	of	whom	the	players	did	not	know.	The	players	were	required	to	answer	whether	they	were	“predominantly	attracted	to	men”	or	“predominantly	attracted	to	women,”	without	the	option	of	answering	that	they	were	attracted	to	both.	NAGAAA’s	committee	refused	to	entertain	the	idea	that	the	players	could	be	bisexual.	In	response	to	a	player’s	statement	that	he	was	attracted	to	both	men	and	women,	a	NAGAAA	member	responded,	“This	is	the	Gay	World	Series,	not	the	Bisexual	World	Series”	(Bishop,	2011).			After	each	player	was	interrogated,	a	panel	voted	on	whether	the	player	was	“gay”	or	“non-gay”	–	a	term	that	does	not	appear	in	NAGAAA’s	governance	language.	The	committee	ultimately	voted	that	three	players	were	heterosexual	and	their	team	was	disqualified.	Subsequent	to	this	event,	a	lawsuit	was	brought	against	the	NAGAAA	(Apilado	et	al	v.	North	American	Gay	Amateur	Athletic	Alliance),	after	which	the	NAGAAA	formally	changed	their	rules	to	be	inclusive	of	all	bisexual	and	transgender	players.		Examples	such	as	these	illustrate	both	erasure	and	invisibility.	An	event	in	which	players	were	placed	in	an	interrogative	situation	and	forced	to	present	intimate	details	of	their	private	lives	in	order	to	be	judged	in	relation	to	their	perceived	monosexuality	must	be	seen	as	a	stressful.	The	ruling	that	the	players	were	not	gay	enough	to	play	in	the	league	must	be	seen	as	a	clear	form	of	judgment	where	benefits	are	given	or	taken	away	in	relation	to	the	perceived	sexual	orientation	of	the	individual.			
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 Bi-erasure	refers	to	the	instances	when	bisexuals	are	denied	their	identity	as	
a	group.	As	this	work	has	shown,	watchdogs	attempt	to	argue	for	the	right	to	be	identified	as	bisexuals	and	therefore	be	recognized	as	a	group.	Bi-invisibility	refers	to	the	instances	when	bisexuals	are	denied	their	identity	as	an	individual.	This	work	has	shown	that	individuals	inscribe	their	identity	in	online	environments	through	images,	symbols,	and	words.	Both	these	cases—bi-erasure	and	bi-invisibility—are	instances	of	social	and	political	repudiation	where	the	larger	social	group	repudiates	the	identity	of	the	group	or	individual.	When	an	identity	is	repudiated	it	is	marginalized	and	not	seen	as	valid.	Through	the	process	of	recognition,	the	rights	and	needs	of	groups	and	individuals	are	recognized	and	this	is	where	social,	political	and	eventually	legal	obligations	begin	to	take	form.		This	process	was	explained	in	the	work	of	Foucault	in	his	work	on	sexuality	(1978)	where	he	demonstrated	that	an	unintended	consequence	of	identifying	homosexuality	as	a	pathological	sexuality	was	that	a	group	identity	was	formed.	Through	the	denial	of	sexuality,	the	identity	was	given	voice.	Much	work	remained	in	order	to	be	given	political	and	social	rights,	but	without	the	ability	to	identify	the	group	no	rights	could	follow.			
The	Impact	of	Bi-Erasure	The	LGBT	Advisory	Committee’s	report	“Bisexual	Invisibility:	Impacts	and	Recommendations”	(2010)	reaffirm	that	several	studies	have	shown	that	self-identified	bisexuals	make	up	the	largest	single	population	within	the	LGBTQ	community	in	the	United	States.	Yes,	despite	being	the	largest	group,	they	are	often	
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 subjected	to	biphobia	and	bi-invisibility	both	from	members	of	the	LGBTQ	and	heterosexual	communities.	In	a	major	study	on	biphobia	among	heterosexual	undergraduate	students,	Michele	Eliason	(1997)	finds	that	straight	identified	students	have	relative	high	levels	of	biphobia,	and	these	results	were	particularly	true	in	relation	to	bisexual	men.	The	project	posited	that	the	cause	of	biphobia	was	based	in	a	lack	of	information	about	sexuality	and	orientation	as	well	as	dominant	social	taboos	regarding	sex.	Respondents	stated	they	were	43%	uncomfortable	around	bisexuals,	44%	uncomfortable	around	lesbians,	and,	interestingly,	35%	uncomfortable	around	gay	men	(p.	318).	The	reasons	study	participants	provided	for	their	level	of	discomfort	were	similar	for	all	three	sexual	identities.	Reasons	included	lack	of	exposure	to	people	in	these	groups,	lack	of	knowledge	about	sexual	identities,	disapproval	of	same-sex	relationships,	and	feeling	threatened	(p.	318).	One	student	specifically	commented	on	bisexuals:	"I	feel	they	are	the	people	who	spread	AIDS.	I	think	they	should	be	either	heterosexual	or	homosexual."	(p.	318)	The	hegemonic	nature	of	the	sexual	binary	has	led	to	bi-erasure	and	invisibility	from	both	heterosexual	and	homosexual	groups.	Yoshino	(2000)	studied	the	stabilizing	effects	of	sexual	orientation	to	argue	three	motivations	as	to	why	this	occurs:	First,	the	creation	of	stable	an	clear	sexual	orientations	reduces	anxieties	when	sexual	orientation	is	questioned	through	the	simplistic	either/or	categorization.	Second,	both	hetero-	and	homosexuals	are	monosexual	and	are	biased	towards	it	–	the	notion	of	monosexuality	is	threatened	by	the	existence	of	bisexuals	who	demand	that	they	be	recognized	as	a	legitimate	group.	Finally,	the	
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 dominance	and	social	importance	of	monogamy	and	pair	bonding	in	western	culture	is	unable	to	easily	cope	with	a	concept	which	is	seen	as	being	non-monogamous.	(Yoshino,	2000).		Greenesmith	(2010)	forcefully	argues	that	bi-erasure	may	be	seen	as	a	legal	default	as	bisexuality	is	invisible	in	the	law.	This	is	due	to	the	fact	that	bisexuality	is	legally	irrelevant	with	plaintiffs	presumed	to	be	monosexual	unless	outed.	More	dangerously,	when	the	bisexuality	is	legally	relevant,	legal	culture	often	ignores	it	since	it	would	complicate	legal	arguments	built	on	the	default	of	the	binary	of	monosexuality.		As	our	socio-political	and	legal	system	is	built	on	the	heterosexual	monogamous	default,	which	has	grudgingly	come	to	accept	and	include	the	homosexual	partnership,	any	attempts	to	move	beyond	the	default	require	a	great	deal	of	political	effort	and	will.	As	a	group,	bisexuals	are	threatening	because	they	do	not	fit	into	the	established	categories,	they	are	imagined	to	threaten	the	monogamous	system,	and	superficially	their	legal	needs	can	be	met	within	the	existing	system.		It	is	easy	to	overlook	the	complexities	of	bi-erasure	and	invisibility	in	an	age	that	has	come	to	be	more	legally	and	socially	accepting	of	gay	rights.	The	needs	of	bisexuals	as	a	group	and	as	individuals	are	overlooked	since	their	“needs”	are	assumed	to	be	superficially	taken	care	of	in	a	heterosexual	society	that	accepts	gayness.	The	bisexual	individual	can	form	a	relationship	with	presumably	either	a	gay	or	a	straight	partner	and	therefore	all	social	and	economic	rights	are	assumed	to	be	fulfilled	the	same	way	as	any	other	person.	The	myriad	assumptions	embedded	in	these	scenarios	are	clearly	problematic.	The	bisexual’s	recognition—and	rights—
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 are	not	granted	to	the	individual	because	of	the	nature	of	their	identity	but	rather	their	needs	are	incidentally	met	since	their	superficial	patterns	of	behavior	mirror	other	groups	in	society.	The	ridiculousness	of	this	situation	is	easily	countered,	as	the	individual	should	be	granted	rights	without	needing	to	superficially	align	herself	with	a	group	to	which	she	does	not	identify.		The	lack	of	recognition	for	bisexuals	does	not	only	occur	in	the	realms	of	politics	and	society.	Within	research	on	sexuality	since	the	19th	century	through	to	the	Kinsey	“continuum”,	researchers	have	been	continually	denying	the	group’s	validity	as	a	unit.	Bisexual	behavior	was	explained	as	either	sexual	experimentation,	having	no	access	to	opposite	sex	partners,	or	as	homosexuals	afraid	of	being	stigmatized.	As	recently	as	2005	another	controversial	study	was	published	arguing	that	bisexuality	did	not	exist	(Rieger,	G.	et	al,	2005).	This	study,	conducted	by	a	doctoral	student	focusing	solely	on	male	erectile	stimulus	to	images,	resurged	an	interest	in	the	question	of	bisexual	validity.	Despite	significant	flaws	in	research	design	and	analysis,	the	legitimization	granted	by	the	scientific	publication	process	resulted	in	a	serious	repudiation	of	the	group	as	a	whole	and	a	significant	act	of	erasure.	The	research	was	further	given	affirmative	media	exposure,	underscoring	the	stark	lack	of	legitimacy	bisexuals—as	individuals	and	as	a	group—are	granted	in	mainstream	society.	The	New	York	Times	ran	a	follow-up	article	with	the	headline	“Straight,	Gay	or	Lying?	Bisexuality	Revisited”	(Carey,	2005).	The	doctoral	research	and	subsequent	media	coverage	emphasizes	the	position	that	not	only	doesn't	bisexuality	exist,	but	the	people	who	claim	to	be	bisexuals	are	probably	lying	or	delusional.		
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 [Blog	Commenter]	I	know	this	might	sound	harsh	but	you	can’t	trust	women	to	lead	a	bisexuality	movement.	Inevitably,	they	slide	into	appeasing	sleazy	straight	guys	who	have	a	fetish	for	girl-girl	action.	These	women	then	become	recruiting	agents	for	their	grubby	boyfriends,	recruiting	other	women	for	threesomes.	Often,	and	I’ve	seen	this	happen,	they	mislead	lesbians	into	thinking	they’re	interested	in	having	a	relationship	with	them	when	all	they	really	want	is	to	“bring	home	the	girl”	for	the	perverted	boyfriend.				 The	president	of	the	Bisexual	Resource	Center	in	Boston,	Ellyn	Ruthstrom,	reacted	to	the	article	(quoted	in	Denizet-Lewis,	2014):		It	was	this	terrible	moment	where	we	all	wondered,	Do	we	really	have	to	keep	debating	whether	bisexuality	exists?	It	fed	into	so	many	of	the	stereotypes	that	people	believe	about	bisexuality	—	that	bisexual	people	are	lying	to	ourselves	or	to	others,	that	we’re	confused,	that	we	can’t	be	trusted.			In	order	to	combat	bi-erasure,	September	23	has	been	celebrated	as	bi	visibility	day	since	1999	(see	Chapter	5	for	more	detail.)	On	September	23,	2014,	the	National	LGBTQ	Task	Force,	a	social	justice	advocacy	non-profit	geared	at	organizing	the	grassroots	power	of	the	lesbian,	gay,	bisexual,	transgender,	and	queer	(LGBTQ)	community,	published	a	blog	post	on	their	site	with	the	title	“Bye	Bye	Bi,	Hello	Queer.”		While	the	post	was	a	personal	perspective	of	the	author’s	view	of	the	limits	of	the	word	bisexuality,	it	was	also	an	argument	for	the	removal	of	the	B	in	the	LGBTQ:		[Blog]	Bisexuality	has	embedded	in	it	the	bi	of	binary	and	essentially,	as	a	person	who	loves	and	respects	genderqueer	people	and	other	people	living	outside	the	gender	binary,	I	can’t	abide	claiming	an	identity	that	erases	others.	It’s	implied	that	bisexuals	love	both,	love	all,	but	the	term	is	insufficient,	not	clear	enough.	And	I	want	to	be	immaculate	with	my	words.		This	text	is	a	remarkable	example	of	bi-erasure	as	it	stems	from	an	organization	claiming	to	be	for	the	rights	of	LGBTQ	groups,	explicitly	including	bisexuals.	Advocating	for	the	use	of	the	more	“inclusive”	term	queer	over	the	more	
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 precise	term	bisexual	is	an	implicit	condemnation	of	the	terminology	used	and	the	right	of	the	group	to	express	their	identity.	Faced	with	criticism	(from	bi	watchdogs	partaking	in	everyday	activism)	the	National	LGBTQ	Task	Force	removed	the	post	and	published	a	response	entitled	“Apology	to	Bisexual	Community”	(National	LGBTQ	Task	Force,	2014):		In	raising	multiple	personal	perspectives	during	Bisexual	Awareness	Week,	we	published	many	items	—	one	which	was	a	blog	called	“Bye	Bye	Bi,	Hello	Queer.”	It	was	one	of	the	blogs	published	on	Bisexual	Awareness	Day.	Having	listened	to	a	wide	array	of	feedback	on	the	timing	and	content,	we	recognize	that	this	blog	offended	people.	For	this	we	sincerely	apologize.	It	has	been	removed.	Our	commitment	as	we	move	forward	with	our	partners	in	the	bisexual	community	is	to	continue	to	raise	awareness	of	the	realities	and	history	of	the	bisexual	community	and	bisexual	people’s	lives.		Bisexual	communities	face	bi-erasure	and	bisexual	individuals	face	bi-invisibility	on	a	broad	scale.	However,	it	is	both	peculiarly	poignant	and	damaging	when	the	political	and	social	erasure	comes	from	established	social	activist	groups	who	nominally	are	supposed	to	be	striving	to	improve	the	rights	of	all	LGBTQ.	
Imagined	Bi	Communities	The	concept	of	community—though	used	frequently	within	bi	spaces	and	invoked	more	than	once	in	this	work—is	problematic,	as	bisexuals	do	not	comprise	a	homogenous	group.	Individual	bisexuals	involved	in	bisexual	spaces	conceive	of	themselves	in	relation	to	one	another	by	classifying	their	relationships	as	a	“community”	–	much	the	same	way	American	media	and	politics	classify	“the	gay	community”;	nevertheless,	there	is	not	one	community	that	encompasses	all	the	diverse	people	and	needs	of	those	who	identify	as	gay,	but	community	rather	becomes	a	term	used	to	categorize	a	group	of	people.	Indeed,	the	most	commonly	held	conception	about	community	is	the	notion	of	something	in	common,	something	
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 shared.	As	such,	community	often	signifies	a	shared	geography,	shared	attributes,	or	shared	interests	or	goals.	The	largest	organizations	with	online	presence	dedicated	to	bisexuals	are	BiNet	USA,	a	national	organization	based	in	the	United	States,	and	BiCon	Continuity,	a	national	organization	based	in	the	United	Kingdom.	Their	online	presence,	together	with	online	spaces	created	by	others	could	be	referred	to	as	online	communities	in	accordance	with	the	large	research	in	the	study	of	online	groups	(Jones,	1998;	Smith	&	Kollock,	1999;	Shumar	&	Renninger,	2002a).	Therefore,	it	could	be	argued	that	bisexuals	share	common	interests	and	goals.	Some	bisexuals	may	even	experience	a	sense	of	community	in	online	spaces	or	at	social	gatherings.	But	the	term	community	is	often	misapplied,	commonly	used	as	a	shorthand	for	talking	about	groups	of	individuals	and,	more	problematically,	about	groups	of	‘others’	to	which	one	does	not	belong.	Benedict	Anderson,	in	his	seminal	work	“Imagined	Communities	(1983),	expands	on	the	differences	between	the	imagined	and	physical	community.	This	virtual	community	exists	when	communal	bonds	are	experienced	without	the	support	of	geographical	proximity.	The	virtual	or	imagined	community	exists	despite	these	geographical	limitations	and	is	built	on	interactions	between	members	through	technology.	Anderson	argues	that	the	community	of	the	nation	state	is	a	socially	constructed	community,	and	created	as	such	by	the	people	who	imagine	themselves	to	be	part	of	the	community.	For	this	reason,	it	is	important	to	discuss	what	communities	are	and	their	implication	on	how	we	conceive	of	groups	of	people.	
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 Anthony	Cohen,	in	his	book	“The	Symbolic	Construction	of	Community”	(1985),	discusses	the	difficulty	social	scientists	in	both	anthropology	and	sociology	have	in	codifying	a	definition	of	community.	In	his	own	work,	Cohen	doesn’t	offer	a	definition	but	rather	proposes	to	follow	a	Wittgenstein	approach	by	examining	the	use	of	community.	Fundamental	to	the	application	of	community	is	the	way	it	is	used	to	distinguish	groups,	as	Cohen	notes:	Community	thus	seems	to	imply	simultaneously	both	similarity	and	difference.	The	word	thus	expresses	a	relational	idea:	the	opposition	of	one	community	to	others,	or	to	other	social	entities.	Indeed,	it	will	be	argued	that	the	use	of	the	word	is	only	occasioned	by	the	desire	or	need	to	express	such	a	distinction.	It	seems	appropriate,	therefore,	to	focus	our	examination	on	the	nature	of	community	on	the	element	which	embodies	this	sense	of	discrimination,	namely,	the	boundary.”	(p.	12)		Community	may	be	employed	as	a	concept	to	a	group	as	broadly	as	living	in	the	same	nation	and	as	narrowly	as	a	group	who	knits	science	fiction	themed	outfits	for	dolls;	however,	central	to	the	configuration	of	any	community	is	who	belongs	and	–	equally	critical	–	who	does	not.	The	boundary	of	any	community	“encapsulates	the	identity	of	the	community,	and,	like	the	identity	of	an	individual,	is	called	into	being	by	the	exigencies	of	social	interaction”	(1985,	p.	12).		While	any	particular	group	may	appear	fixed,	the	boundaries	of	who	belongs	and	who	does	not	are	often	maintained	as	well	as	contested	in	myriad	ways.	What	sustains	a	community’s	boundaries	is	not	an	identically	shared	conception	of	what	that	community	means	to	all	its	members,	but	rather	the	meaning	people	give	to	the	boundaries	themselves.	That	is	to	say,	boundaries	are	symbolic.	Drawing	again	on	Cohen’s	analysis	for	clarity	in	my	own	theorizing	of	community:		Community	is	just	such	a	boundary-expressing	symbol.	As	a	symbol,	it	is	held	in	common	by	its	members;	but	its	meanin
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 orientations	to	it.	In	the	face	of	this	variability	of	meaning,	the	consciousness	of	community	has	to	be	kept	alive	through	manipulation	of	its	symbols.	The	reality	and	efficacy	of	the	community’s	boundary	–	and,	therefore,	of	the	community	itself	–	depends	upon	its	symbolic	construction	and	embellishment.”	(p.	15)			If	we	think	of	a	community	as	geographical,	for	instance,	it	may	seem	obvious	at	the	outset	that	anyone	living	in	America	is	part	of	the	American	community	writ	large.	But	almost	immediately	questions	of	whether	someone	is	a	legal	resident	or	not,	or	how	long	one	has	lived	in	the	country	arise,	pointing	to	the	constant	contestation	of	boundaries	of	belonging.	All	communities,	therefore,	are	engaged	in	creating	and	enforcing	ideological	boundaries	between	who	is	included	and	who	is	excluded.	This	ideological	work	is	inexorably	linked	to	a	group’s	notion	of	itself	as	a	community.		Anderson	remarked,	however,	that	the	nation	is	“an	imagined	political	community	–	and	imagined	as	both	inherently	limited	and	sovereign”	(1983,	p.	6).	This	limitation	is	not	a	failure	of	strategic	expansion	but	rather	a	recognition	that	no	nation	–	historic	or	present	–	imagines	itself	as	encompassing	all	of	humanity	(p.7).	And	in	this	limitation,	boundaries	must	therefore	be	formed.	Subsequently,	with	boundaries	comes	multiplicity:	there	are	many	nations	in	the	world.	Concordantly,	no	one	belongs	to	only	one	community	exclusively;	rather,	the	societies	we	live	in	consist	of	matrices	of	geographical,	social,	and	institutional	groups	within	which	we	are	constantly	negotiating	the	boundaries	of	belonging.	Anderson	elucidated	two	developments	relevant	to	understanding	how	any	community	functions:	First,	how	the	development	and	widespread	use	of	print	created	a	technology	of	consciousness,	which	allowed	people	geographically	distant	from	each	other	to	
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 imagine	themselves	as	part	of	a	bounded	community.		Second,	how	a	community	then	comes	to	see	itself	as	a	primordial	group,	or	as	a	group	of	people	with	characteristics	that	have	always	existed	as	potential	traits,	even	if	they	have	not	always	been	popularly	identified.	This	is	applicable	to	bisexual	communities	as	entities	unto	themselves,	as	well	as	entities	constantly	negotiating	their	boundaries	in	relation	to	mainstream	gay	and	lesbian	communities.	How	are	the	boundaries	for	being	included	in	bisexual	communities	configured?	How	are	the	boundaries	for	being	included	in	gay	and	lesbian	communities	configured	for	bisexuals?		Both	Anderson	and	Cohen’s	work	on	communities	are	applicable	to	communities	that	form	online.	Anderson’s	point	that	a	national	community	cannot	reasonably	be	based	on	everyday	face-to-face	interaction	is	germane	to	the	argument	that	an	online	community	is	not	more	or	less	imagined	than	any	ideologically	based	community,	which	is	every	community	broader	than	a	geographically	contained	group	of	people	who	all	know	each	other	personally.	In	contemporary	American	socio-political	landscapes	of	identity	politics,	sexual	orientation	is	a	prominent	characteristic	for	classifying	people	into	groups.	Self-identified	GLBTQIA	peoples	have	created	innumerable	communities	across	the	country—and	beyond—based	on	their	shared	common	attributes	and/or	interests	and	goals.	As	Christopher	Pullen	noted	in	his	introduction	to	LGBT	Identity	and	Online	New	Media	(2010),	“we	are	living	in	a	world	where	the	discursive	potential	of	an	“imagined”	gay	community,	seems	vividly	real	through	online	interactivity	and	identity	affirmation”	(p.	2).	
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 The	focus	of	this	study	has	been	on	the	ways	in	which	bisexuals	use	technologies	to	inscribe	their	sexuality.	By	doing	this	they	are	creating	bisexual	spaces	in	online	and	f2f	environments.		However,	not	all	bisexuals	participate	in	activities	that	inscribe	bisexuality	and,	equally	true,	not	all	users	who	inscribe	are	necessarily	bisexual.	Rather,	in	this	study	I	have	focused	on	the	practices	that	make	bisexuality	visible	as	an	identity	category.	Being	a	bisexual	is	fundamentally	a	socio-political	identity	and	the	only	way	to	know	for	sure	how	someone	identifies	is	to	ask	them.	However,	much	in	the	same	way	that	we	read	straightness	from	a	heterosexual	dyad	holding	hands,	the	knowledge	of	bisexual	inscribing	produces	more	interpretations	of	signs	which	creates	the	conditions	for	bisexuality	to	be	more	comprehensively	read	and	recognized.	The	more	layers	of	inscribing	we	identify	the	more	weight	we	can	give	to	interpreting	the	signs	as	signifying	bisexuality.	The	process	of	inscribing	is	the	process	of	marking	identity,	which	is	not	necessarily	the	making	of	community.	As	all	communities	are,	to	a	lesser	or	greater	degree,	imagined	or	virtual	(Anderson,	1991;	Shumar	&	Renninger,	2002a)	they	may	carry	meaning	for—and	create	belonging	among—those	who	“inhabit”	them.	However,	this	work	chooses	not	to	oversubscribe	to	the	community	approach;	individuals	striving	for	rights	may	chose	to	act	in	concert	and	form	communities,	or	they	may	act	as	individuals	in	parallel	with	others.	In	the	context	of	social	justice,	the	focus	on	community	raises	the	risk	that	those	who	do	not	fit	into	the	community	are	in	some	way	undeserving	of	the	rights.			
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 If	we	zoom	out	from	personal	acts	of	inscribing	and	attempt	to	see	patterns	of	behavior,	the	process	becomes	the	creation	and	enactment	of	a	form	of	collective	bisexual	identity	that,	given	time,	the	mainstream,	non-bisexual	world	could	come	to	recognize	as	scripts	of	behavior	identifying	the	group.	Given	this	view,	this	work	focuses	on	the	category	of	bisexual	rather	than	the	imagined	communities.			
Visibility	as	Self-fulfillment	The	Internet,	which	was	touted	early	on	as	a	space	of	great	potential	for	anonymity	and	exploration	where	visibility	could	be	masked,	here	becomes	the	place	where	users	try	to	make	the	perceived	invisible	‘visible’	through	digital	mediation.	Participants	discuss	the	complexities	of	an	identity	that	appears	more	visible	in	online	environments	than	it	does	offline.	Digital	spaces	provide	particularly	useful	environments	for	participants	to	negotiate	issues	of	(in)visibility	through	digital	mediation	as	they	employ	“technologies	of	visibility”	through	daily	posts,	images,	videos,	and	discourse	in	which	bisexuality	as	a	subject	position	is	discursively	produced.	Importantly,	these	cultural	texts	and	artifacts	do	not	represent	bisexuality,	but	rather	co-produce	bisexuality	within	a	dynamic	but	not	limit-less	system	of	representations.	Bisexual	visibility	is	dependent	upon,	firstly,	having	an	audience	and,	secondly,	an	audience	that	can	correctly	interpret	the	signs	to	co-produce	a	meaningful	bisexual	identity.		Bisexual	visibility,	like	all	signs,	is	dependent	on	cultural	intelligibility.	As	a	semiotic	marker	of	a	sexual-orientation,	it	is	rendered	meaningless	when	there	is	no	one	who	“reads”	the	markers	and	interprets	them	as	bisexuality.		
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 There	is	nothing	new	in	the	realization	that	invisibility	may	be	harmful,	and	that	visibility	is	an	important	step	in	personal	well-being,	social	acceptance	and	political	rights.	The	19th	century	German	gay	rights	activist	Karl	Heinrich	Ulrichs	was	campaigning	for	visibility	a	century	before	the	Stonewall	Riots	broke	out	in	New	York.		Ulrichs	began	his	open	activism	by	pseudonymously	published	a	collection	of	essays	Forschungen	über	das	Rätsel	der	mannmännlichen	Liebe	(Studies	on	the	Riddle	of	Male-Male	Love),	this	was	soon	followed	by	more	publications,	in	his	own	name.	In	1867	became	the	first	publically	out	homosexual	to	argue	for	the	repealing	of	anti-homosexual	laws.	One	of	the	core	arguments	in	Ulrichs	activism	was	the	concept	of	coming	out.	He	pointed	to	the	dangers	of	invisibility,	and	that	the	key	to	swaying	public	opinion	was	the	self-disclosure	of	homosexuals	(Beachy,	2014;	Dickinson,	2014).		The	need	to	counteract	invisibility	has	been	a	recurring	theme	in	gay	activism	from	its	very	beginning.	Following	Ulrichs	path,	Iwan	Bloch	argued	for	coming	out	in	his	1906	book,	Das	Sexualleben	unserer	Zeit	in	seinen	Beziehungen	zur	modernen	Kultur	(The	Sexual	Life	of	Our	Time	in	its	Relation	to	Modern	Civilization),	as	did	Magnus	Hirschfeld	in	1914	with	“The	Homosexuality	of	Men	and	Women”.	In	the	latter	work	is	interesting	as	it	puts	forward	and	almost	Gandhian	approach	when	it	explores	the	social	and	legal	potentials	of	what	would	happen	if	very	large	numbers	of	socially	established	homosexual	men	and	women	came	out	to	the	police	together	(Beachy,	2014;	Dickinson,	2014).			One	of	the	largest,	and	most	enduring,	discussions	within	the	bisexual	community	revolves	around	the	questions	of	awareness	or	visibility.	The	latter	
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 discussion	recognizes	that	while	the	gay	and	lesbian	community	has	become	widely	recognized,	and	along	with	it	the	LGBTQ	movement	has	also	achieved	levels	of	recognition	–	there	is	still	an	issue	of	the	recognition	or	awareness	of	the	bisexual	community.		This	frustration	is	well	illustrated	in	the	words	of	activist	Gigi	Raven	Wilbur	(quoted	in	Wong,	2013):		Ever	since	the	Stonewall	rebellion,	the	gay	and	lesbian	community	has	grown	in	strength	and	visibility.	The	bisexual	community	also	has	grown	in	strength	but	in	many	ways	we	are	still	invisible.	I	too	have	been	conditioned	by	society	to	automatically	label	a	couple	walking	hand	in	hand	as	either	straight	or	gay,	depending	upon	the	perceived	gender	of	each	person.			Or	similarly	in	the	example	of	Michael	Page,	who	created	the	bi	flag	in	1998	(quoted	in	Wong,	2013):		Based	on	my	own	personal	experience,	the	vast	majority	of	bi	people	I	have	spoken	with,	feel	no	connection	to	the	rainbow	flag,	the	Pink	triangle,	the	black	triangle,	the	Lambda	symbol	or	the	double-edged	hatchet	...	It	is	my	belief	that	bi	people	need	their	own	flags	and	symbols	to	rally	around.			Tangible	examples	such	as	the	flag	and	annual	Celebrate	Bisexuality	Day,	which	has	been	taking	place	since	1999,	illustrate	the	frustration	felt	by	the	group	that	both	is	part	of	the	larger	LGBTQ	movement,	while	still	being	marginalized	and	made	invisible.			From	the	perspective	of	political	voice,	power,	and	rights	this	lack	of	recognition	is	problematic	as	it	has	the	effect	of	making	it	more	difficult	to	communicate	bi-specific	issues	from	the	group	to	the	wider	society	in	general.	As	such,	bisexual	communities	work	to	increase	awareness	and	recognition	in	order	to	ensure	that	the	group	is	not	lost	in	the	wider	social	and	political	discourse.		
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 In	this	way	bisexuals	are	a	subaltern	group	as	they	are	socially	and	politically	outside	of	the	hegemonic	power	structure	in	the	Gramscian	sense.	Since	they	are	not	recognized	as	a	group	in	their	own	right,	bisexuals	are	excluded	from	the	established	structures	for	political	representation.	As	a	result	of	this,	bisexuals	are	denied	the	means	to	have	a	voice	in	their	society.	The	need	for	political	voice	and	recognition	is	fundamental,	as	the	lack	of	recognition	leads	to	the	silencing	of	the	group	and	in	extension	the	understanding	and	definition	of	the	self	(Taylor	1997).	In	his	work	The	Politics	of	Recognition,	philosopher	Charles	Taylor	also	raises	the	important	point	that	it	is	not	enough	to	be	recognized,	but	it	is	also	fundamentally	important	not	to	be	mislabeled.		The	demand	for	recognition	in	these	latter	cases	is	given	urgency	by	the	supposed	links	between	recognition	and	identity,	where	this	latter	term	designates	something	like	a	person’s	understanding	of	who	they	are,	of	their	fundamental	defining	characteristics	as	a	human	being.	The	thesis	is	that	our	identity	is	partly	shaped	by	recognition	or	its	absence,	often	by	the	misrecognition	of	others,	and	so	a	person	or	group	of	people	can	suffer	real	damage,	real	distortion,	if	the	people	or	society	around	them	mirror	back	to	them	a	confining	or	demeaning	or	contemptible	picture	of	themselves.	Nonrecognition	or	misrecognition	can	inflict	harm,	can	be	a	form	of	oppression,	imprisoning	someone	in	a	false,	distorted,	and	reduced	mode	of	being.	(p.	25)		As	mentioned	in	previous	chapters	on	inscribing	bisexuality,	bisexuals	in	this	study	put	a	great	deal	of	effort	into	portraying	their	identity	as	individuals	and	as	a	group.	A	large	part	of	the	impetus	for	this	effort	is	that	the	group	is	often	not	given	its	correct	identity	but	is	seen	as	being	part	of	a	larger	hegemonic	group.	Individuals	are	seen	as	either	being	gay	or	straight	and	the	group	as	a	whole	is	seen	as	part	of	the	LGBTQ	community.		
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 The	argument	that	bisexuals	are	represented	by	this	larger	group	carries	with	it	an	ignorance	that	does	not	recognize	the	differences	between	the	different	groups	behind	the	acronym.	This	is,	as	Taylor	argues,	“the	supposedly	fair	and	difference-blind	society	is	not	only	inhuman	(because	suppressing	identities)	but	also,	in	a	subtle	and	unconscious	way,	itself	highly	discriminatory”	(p.	85).	Therefore,	the	community	is	not	seen	and	valued	for	what	it	really	is	but,	at	best,	for	being	part	of	a	larger	whole	(LGBTQ),	and	at	worst	it	is	made	invisible.	While	it	may	seem	that	the	inclusion	of	bisexuals	in	the	larger	LGBTQ	discussion	is	part	recognition	of	the	group’s	status	it	is	also	the	negation	of	the	identity	of	the	group	as	strong	and	deserving	of	independence.	This	inclusion	should	also	be	understood	as	a	form	of	misidentification,	and	as	with	many	other	misidentification	of	subaltern	groups	must	be	seen	as	a	form	of	social	exclusion	which	negates	the	ability	of	the	group	to	participate	and	leads	to	a	lack	of	political	and	social	power.			Political	and	feminist	philosopher	Nancy	Fraser	argues	that	non-recognition	and	misidentification	are	forms	of	cultural	or	symbolic	injustice	(1995).	These	are	the	processes	of	“being	rendered	invisible	via	the	authoritative	representational,	communicative,	and	interpretative	practices	of	one’s	culture”	(p71),	while	misidentification	is	a	form	of	disrespect.	The	latter	is	a	process	Fraser	describes	as	“being	routinely	maligned	or	disparaged	in	stereotypic	public	cultural	representations	and/or	in	everyday	life	interactions”	(p.	13-14).	Both	Taylor	and	Fraser	agree	that	non-recognition	or	misidentification	can	inflict	harm	and	is	therefore	a	form	of	oppression.	Taylor	writes	“our	identity	is	partly	shaped	by	recognition	or	its	absence,	often	by	the	misrecognition	of	others,	and	so	a	person	or	
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 group	of	people	can	suffer	real	damage,	real	distortion,	if	the	people	or	society	around	them	mirror	back	to	them	a	confining	or	demeaning	or	contemptible	picture	of	themselves”	(1997,	p.	75).	Fraser	reiterates	that	misidentification	is	an	act	of	injustice	through	the	subordination	of	social	status.	“From	this	perspective,	what	requires	recognition	is	not	group-specific	identity	but	the	status	of	individual	group	members	as	full	partners	in	social	interaction”	(1995,	p.	113).	In	order	for	a	society	to	be	just,	she	argues,	politics	must	have	as	a	primary	goal	to	overcome	subordination	and	aid	the	misidentified	groups	and	individuals	be	fully	functional	social	members	–	without	discrimination.		
Visibility	as	Social	Justice	A	critique	sometimes	lobbied	against	those	who	struggle	for	societal	bisexual	visibility	is	that	their	cause	is	at	best	unnecessary,	and	in	the	worst	case	even	frivolous.	This	critique	often	argues	that	gay	and	lesbian	advocacy	groups	can	adequately	see	to	the	needs	of	the	bisexual	community.	This	critique,	however,	fails	to	understand	the	fundamental	damage	caused	by	invisibility	on	the	individual,	group,	and	societal	level.	By	not	recognizing	the	right	of	the	individual	to	self-define	is	an	established	method	of	denying	the	needs	of	the	individual…	without	the	ability	of	the	individual	to	claim	an	identity	for	him	or	herself	they	are	unable	to	develop	as	individuals	and	achieve	adequate	forms	of	self-actualization.	Invisibility	is	harmful	on	the	group	level	as	the	denial	of	an	identity	makes	it	harder	for	the	individual	to	find	and	recognize	peers.	In	his	work	The	Theory	of	Justice	(1970),	Rawls	argues	that	the	first	principle	of	justice	requires	that	“each	person	is	to	have	an	equal	right	to	the	most	extensive	basic	liberty	compatible	with	a	similar	liberty	for	others”	(p.	
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 60).	Therefore,	since	rights	and	liberties	are	granted	upon	the	idea	of	individual	self-identity	in	a	society	it	cannot,	according	to	Rawls’	position	fail	to	recognize	central	elements	of	an	identity	that	certain	groups	have.	Such	a	failure	would	be	incompatible	with	a	just	society.	On	the	societal	level	the	process	of	invisibility	entails	the	denial	of	the	groups	as	a	whole.	When	this	process	happens	the	group	will	lack	voice	(Hirschman,	1970)	and	any	legitimacy	with	which	to	make	its	demands	heard	in	the	wider	democratic	process.	In	order	to	enact	social,	political,	or	legal	change	the	group	making	the	demands	needs	to	be	recognized	as	a	legitimate	cause,	and	be	able	to	bring	forward	eloquent	and	competent	spokespeople.	Our	social	order	is	built	the	ability	of	groups	to	communicate	their	needs	to	a	majority	of	the	population.	Once	this	communication	is	successfully	carried	out,	the	political	system	can	decide	that	the	needs	of	a	group	are	worthy	to	be	recognized	and	supported	by	the	legal	system.	Naturally,	this	is	a	simplification	of	a	complex	socio-political	system	but	it	demonstrates	clearly	that	without	an	identity,	there	can	be	no	voice,	without	a	voice,	there	can	be	no	message,	and	without	a	message	society	will	not	be	convinced	to	grant	legal	and	political	rights	or	recognize	social	status.	
Bi-Activism	and	Resistance		This	work	is	about	examining	a	set	of	practices.	These	practices	should	be	a	way	of	understanding	not	an	existing	community	or	a	permanent	community—neither	an	existing	identity	nor	a	permanent/stable	identity—but	rather:	how	community	gets	enacted	through	these	practices	and	how	identity	is	experienced	through	these	practices.	These	are	not	necessarily	people	who	identify	as	“activists”	
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 and	neither	do	they	necessarily	have	to	identify	as	bisexual.	These	are	people	who,	through	these	practices,	enact	bisexuality	as	a	subject	position.	Therefore,	what	we	see	is	evidence	of	a	socio-political	identity.	Evidence	in	so	much	as	‘identity’	and	‘community’	can	be	talked	about	and	conceptualized.	However,	the	complexity	of	such	an	identity	is	that	its	markers	are	still	unclear	–	it	is	predominantly	marked	by	its	erasure	and	not	by	its	existence.	This	presents	a	practical	dilemma	in	the	current	system	as	bisexuals	work	towards	endeavoring	to	create	and	sustain	markers	of	existence	but	the	markers	of	existence	are	currently	made	most	culturally	intelligible	through	the	acts	of	pointing	out	erasure.	Which	is	to	suggest	that	bisexuality	is	an	identity	made	legible	through	protest.		When	seeking	to	contextualize	the	actions	carried	out	by	individual	and	organized	bisexuals	it	is	easy	to	see	their	actions	as	a	form	of	social	activism.	Spanning	from	the	practices	of	inscribing	to	the	organization	of	marches,	the	goal	is	to	reduce	invisibility	and	erasure,	to	gain	recognition,	and	ultimately	to	be	acknowledged	as	a	group	that	must	be	given	space	at	any	negotiating	table	dealing	with	gender	and	sexuality.	However,	as	many	of	the	acts	that	form	part	of	this	process	are	non-confrontational,	non-violent,	and	to	a	large	extent	uncontroversial,	it	is	fair	to	ask	the	question	if	this	is	activism	at	all?	Is,	for	example,	the	wearing	of	a	bi	symbol	as	jewelry	an	act	of	resistance?	This	is	not	a	trivial	question.	If	the	acts	of	individuals	or	groups	are	not	to	be	interpreted	as	being	activism	then	there	is	a	much	larger	likelihood	that	they	can	be	interpreted	as	a	matter	of	taste	and	therefore	not	be	given	the	political	weight	that	they	deserve.				
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 This	is	where	the	concepts	of	everyday	activism	and	resistance	are	useful.	While	activism	can	span	the	gamut	of	the	protest	march	to	the	sit	in,	what	is	often	forgotten	are	the	low	key	everyday	forms	of	activism.	These	are	small	scale,	relatively	safe	acts	which	require	little	or	no	formal	coordination,	and	yet	they	are	able	to	be	interpreted	into	patterns	of	resistance	(Scott,	1989,	1990).		In	describing	what	makes	everyday	resistance,	political	scientist	James	C.	Scott	(1989)	states:	“If	everyday	resistance	is	‘heavy’	on	the	instrumental	side	and	‘light’	on	the	symbolic	confrontation	side,	then	the	contrasting	acts	would	be	‘light’	on	the	instrumental	side	and	‘heavy’	on	the	symbolic	side”	(1989,	p.	56).	Among	the	studies	that	use	everyday	activism	and	resistance	as	theoretical	models	we	find	Peter	Hennen’s	work	on	homosexual	bears,	where	the	culture	prescribes	“dressing	in	flannel	shirts,	ripped	jeans	and	working	boots”	(2005,	p.	33)	as	a	form	of	everyday	resistance	to	the	more	dominant	form	of	homosexual	culture,	which	reinforces	the	norms	of	heterosexual,	white	masculinity.		Similarly,	the	work	of	Patricia	Gagne	and	Richard	Tewksbury	with	transgender	individuals	shows	that	they	are	in	the	process	of	gender	resistance	in	“a	discursive	act	that	both	challenges	and	reifies	the	binary	gender	system”	(1998,	p.	81).		Everyday	activism	and	resistance	are	acts	that	are	“quiet,	dispersed,	disguised	or	otherwise	seemingly	invisible”	(Vinthagen	&	Johansson	2013,	p.	4).	At	the	same	time,	these	acts	have	political	intentions	or	consequences	despite	not	being	perceived	as	confrontational	or	threatening	within	that	social	setting	(Scott	1990).	The	everyday	activism	being	carried	out	by	individuals	within	the	bi-community	are	aimed	at	the	individual	and	political	goal	of	reducing	invisibility	and	
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 erasure.	These	acts	are	visible	forms	of	“counter-hegemonic	embodiment”	(Kwan	&	Roth	2011)	but	remain,	by	their	nature,	politically	invisible	to	the	larger	population	as	the	signs	themselves,	and	the	form	of	activism	employed,	are	not	easily	interpreted	as	political.	These	acts	are	therefore	politically	motivated.	The	acts	are	intended	to	deviate	from	the	hegemonic	culture	of	monosexuality	and	may	risk	being	seen	as	non-political	lifestyle	or	aesthetic	choices.	However,	as	they	are	the	use	of	acts	and	markers	consciously	and	implicitly	intended	to	underscore	an	alternative	interpretation	of	the	dominant	cultural	discourse	they	form	part	of	a	coordinated	social	activism.	These	forms	of	everyday	activism	and	the	symbols	they	use	play	an	important	role	in	the	development	of	self	identity,	building	self-esteem,	and	reaffirming	the	right	of	the	group	to	participate	in	the	social	and	political	spheres	–	in	their	own	name	and	identity.		
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Chapter	7:	Conclusion	
	
Technologies	of	Visibility	The	wide	range	of	practices	of	inscribing	bisexual	identity	explored	in	this	work	collectively	form	the	Technologies	of	Visibility	(ToV).	As	this	work	has	demonstrated,	ToV	include	a	wide	array	of	practices	spanning	aesthetic	choices,	such	as	fashion	and	online	profile	designs,	to	more	intellectual	choices,	such	as	contributing	to	discussions	on	erasure	and	invisibility.	ToV	are	the	culmination	of	the	repeated	acts	of	constructing	a	culturally	intelligible	identity.	These	technologies	are	ways	in	which	users	of	online	and	f2f	spaces	engage	in	practices	of	marking	themselves	as	bisexuals.			This	study	was	an	ethnographic	and	semiotic	examination	of	what	users	do	in	these	spaces.	At	the	same	time	this	work	was	not	about	following	a	specific	group	or	even	network.	In	order	to	understand	the	ways	in	which	technologies	of	visibility	are	used,	this	work	followed	bisexuality	as	a	category	and	understood	the	users	to	be	active	in	multiple	spaces	simultaneously.	This	multiplicity	enabled	the	study	to	contribute	to	the	discussion	on	affordances	of	spaces	in	both	online	and	f2f	environments.		In	this	work	I	have	explored	these	spaces	and	how	participants	use	them	to	create	social	support	systems,	share	coming	out	narratives,	and	perform	administrative	tasks,	for	example.	The	most	significant	theme	that	emerges	from	this	work	is	the	ways	in	which	these	spaces	are	used	to	inscribe	and	enact	bisexuality	and	how	these	practices	are	related	to	social	justice.	
	165 
 While	some	groups	have	already	established	and	attained	recognition	for	their	identities,	we	have	demonstrated	how	bisexuals	still	inscribe	their	bisexuality	in	a	particularly	fraught	and	contrary	environment.	The	group	works	to	counter	the	binary	of	monosexuality	and	the	binary	of	the	gender	system,	and	these	two	binaries	together	constrain	mainstream	society’s	ability	to	visually	(and	emotionally)	recognize	bisexuality.		Despite	this	we	see	a	group	of	determined	users,	implementing	a	wide	array	of	technologies	with	a	desire	to	subvert	the	dominant	hegemonic	codes	of	monosexuality	and	binary	gender	in	order	to	become	visible.	These	intentional	efforts	to	be	seen	as	bisexual	are	many	times	misread	and	form	the	processes	of	bi-invisibility	and	bi-erasure.	However,	these	technologies	of	visibility	form	the	basis	for	the	daily	acts	of	social	activism	and	everyday	resistance.		Through	the	uses	of	bisexual-specific	symbolism	and	appropriations	of	other	imagery,	there	is	an	intended	purpose	to	increase	the	recognition	of	bisexual	representation	within	mainstream	culture.	This	modification	entails	an	appropriation	of	the	digital	space	to	construct	a	representation	that	it	may	not	have	been	intended	for.	Importantly,	these	cultural	texts	and	artifacts	do	not	represent	bisexuality,	but	rather	co-produce	bisexuality	within	a	dynamic	but	not	limitless	system	of	representations.	Bisexual	visibility	is	dependent	upon,	firstly,	having	an	audience	and,	secondly,	an	audience	that	can	correctly	interpret	the	signs	to	co-produce	a	meaningful	bisexual	identity.		Bisexual	visibility,	like	all	signs,	is	dependent	on	cultural	intelligibility.	As	a	semiotic	marker	of	a	sexual-orientation,	it	
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 is	rendered	meaningless	when	there	is	no	one	who	reads	the	markers	and	interprets	them	as	bisexuality.		
Problematizing	Visibility		The	desire	for	visibility	presents	problems.	Visibility	in	a	market	sense	attempts	to	create	a	singular	image,	a	dominant	set	of	images	that	“represent”	(stand	in	for)	a	complex	group	of	people	and	identify	a	target	audience.	This	target	audience	needs	to	be	“stabilized”	–		and	the	target	audience	must	provide	some	ROI,	therefore	the	(imagined)	“wealthier”	group	will	be	more	desirable.	Rendering	representations	dominated	by	white,	middle	class,	cisgender	and	monogamous	images.	This	process	attempts	to	define	a	complex	group	through	use	of	easily	recognizable	signs,	this	diminishing	their	complexity	in	favor	of	ease.	Therefore,	static	visual	images	must	be	recognizable.	Moving	visual	and	audio	images	must	represent	in	a	way	that	is	quickly	and	easily	culturally	understood	without	great	effort.	Further,	in	order	to	gain	access	to	the	dominant	media,	the	representations	must	be	made	“safe”	–	this	leads	to	minimizing	or	erasing	images	of	overt	sexuality	in	favor	of	“vanilla”,	polyamory	in	favor	of	monogamy,	trans	and	genderqueer	in	favor	cisgender.	While	the	focus	of	this	work	is	to	explore	the	technologies	of	visibility	by	studying	the	acts	of	inscribing	sexuality	among	bisexuals,	it	is	important	not	to	overstate	what	visibility	alone	would	achieve.	As	the	discussion	on	invisibility	and	erasure	have	shown,	visibility	is	vital.	However,	visibility	does	not	equal	social	change	or	political	influence.	As	with	many	other	situations	the	recognition	of	an	injustice	is	vital	in	order	to	take	steps	to	amend	the	situation.	But	it	is	important	not	
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 to	confuse	the	process	with	the	solution.	Visibility	does	not	automatically	grant	rights,	it	is	only	the	first	step	in	a	longer	social	and	political	process.	
Limitations		 As	is	the	case	with	all	research,	no	one	study	can	address	all	aspects	of	a	complex	phenomenon.	I	designed	this	research	to	provide	a	rich	and	thorough	account	of	bisexual	spaces	and	contribute	to	the	growing	body	of	knowledge	concerning	both	bisexuality	and	media	studies.	I	have	identified	several	limitations	to	the	generalizability	of	my	findings.		First,	I	designed	this	research	to	examine	bisexual	spaces.	While	these	spaces	had	many	self-reported	international	participants,	they	were	developed	for	English	speaking	users	and	therefore	limited	participation	by	non-English	speaking	users.	The	practices	for	enacting	bisexuality—as	well	as	the	cultural	markers	for	signifying	bisexuality—illustrated	in	this	study	are	arguably	shaped	by	dominant	Western	cultural	practices	and	ideologies	of	political	identity.		Second,	I	designed	this	research	to	focus	on	online	spaces.	While	the	digital	divide	in	wealthy	countries	continues	to	decrease,	it	is	important	to	remember	my	data	reflects	the	ideas,	concerns	and	practices	of	participants	who	were	likely	people	who	have	private	personal	devices	with	regular	and	relatively	secure	Internet	connection.	Furthermore,	given	the	sensitive	nature	of	the	topic	of	sexual	orientation	identities,	the	findings	of	this	study	arguably	do	not	reflect	the	practices	of	bisexuals	who	are	prevented	from	participating	in	online	spaces	for	any	reason,	including	geographical,	economic,	or	personal	safety	reasons.		
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 Third,	since	I	designed	this	study	to	examine	bisexual	spaces	and	not	users,	I	did	not	collect	data	on	the	individual	demographics	of	any	participant.	Because	this	study	does	not	explicitly	address	participants’	socio-demographics,	the	profound	critique	of	hegemonic	whiteness	and	dominant	middle-class	ideologies	present	in	feminist	studies	should	also	be	considered	for	this	study.	It	is	prudent	to	consider	that	the	prevailing	ideas	and	practices	articulated	within	these	spaces	could	arguably	mirror	a	‘dominant’	group’s	ideas	and	practices	but	by	no	means	a	universal	set	of	ideas	and	practices.	People	of	color	and	people	of	diverse	economic	means	may	not	equally	participate	in	these	spaces	and/or	their	ideas,	concerns	and	practices	may	not	be	equally	received	by	participants	who	consider	their	own	socio-demographics	to	be	superior.	Examples	of	this	have	been	documented	elsewhere	and	are	worthy	of	considering	in	any	research	that	does	not	control	for	gender,	race,	class,	or	other	similar	socio-demographics.			There	are	likely	other	limitations	I	have	not	included	at	this	time	and	I	invite	the	reader	to	consider	their	implications.	
Beyond	the	Binary	Bisexuality,	like	all	political	identities,	is	not	just	a	categorization	of	practices	(in	this	case	sexual	practices),	but	the	complex	work	of	making	sense	of	sexual	desires,	political	reckoning,	and	larger	social	issues	of	citizenship	and	rights.		For	some,	the	category	bisexual,	which	signifies	that	“wide	sloppy	middle”	but	can’t	escape	the	linguistic	or	cultural	binary,	is	being	rejected,	reconstructed,	or	replaced.	Simultaneously,	some	struggle	to	preserve—or	even	reinvent—the	category	bisexual	as	a	historical	identity	that	offers	the	legitimacy	of	a	social	and	political	
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 legacy.	New	media	provide	particularly	useful	environments	for	self-identified	bisexuals	to	contend	with	issues	of	identity,	invisibility,	subjectivity,	and	community	building	within	a	political	and	social	culture	that	organizes	sexual	identities	in	a	system	that	renders	bisexuals	marginal.	This	work	detailed	how	self-identified	bisexuals	grapple	with	their	marginal	status	within	both	the	dominant	queer	and	straight	communities,	and	demonstrated	how	they	use	new	media	to	engage	technologies	of	consciousness,	the	vernacular	of	community,	and	the	patrolling	of	boarders	to	make	these	subject	positions	culturally	intelligible.		Significantly,	it	is	in	the	offline	world	that	many	bisexuals	become	avatars	of	sorts,	with	their	real	identities	rendered	invisible	by	the	cultural	binary.	Online	they	become	visible.	Appropriating	Jenny	Sunden’s	(2003)	notion	of	“typing	oneself	into	being”	(p.	13),	participants	produce	bisexuality	through	daily	posts,	images,	videos,	and	discourse	in	which	categories	of	identity—like	bisexuality—are	discursively	constructed,	deconstructed,	imagined	and	reimagined.		However,	participants	struggle	to	imagine	what	bisexual	visibility	“looks	like”	and	what	would	successfully	signify	‘bisexual’	to	others.	Hence,	they	are	in	the	process	of	constructing	its’	symbols	–	which	is	a	process	that	affords	significant	creativity	and	flexibility,	while	also	feeling	frustrating	and	limited.	While	one	can	construct	whatever	they	please,	if	it	doesn’t	catch	on	then	it	becomes	meaningless	as	a	symbol	and	fails	in	its	purpose	to	convey	“bisexuality.”	Alternatively,	as	the	concept	becomes	more	codified,	it’s	options	will	be	less	flexible.			 	
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